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ABSTRACT 

This study attempted to determine if there was a 
change in -job attitude among employees of a state institution for the 
developmentally disabled after a move to new, superior facilities. An 
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move* The third and final testing was completed in May, 1983, after 
Experimental Group II had moved into the new facility. Several 
different approaches for testing specific hypotheses which are some 
combination of within-group contrasts are suggested. The use of 
imposing side conditions to construct a full model is shown. (BW) 
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The University of WPtti $&&qH and Graf ton (?i.D.) Sxate School 

Summary - The use of a ti^fj-SJ' .'^Peifed measures dps inn is contrasted with 
using specific hypotheses 'i^wM directly address research questions, 

^ The use of imposinq side 6^ist"f3RS ft® construct a full model is shown, 

Uj The following design b$1$fr- Ifis? ifetf*Rm of Campbell and Stanley (1963), 

was used to test the effect of •;Sr6viftg ?^t# superior facilities bh employees 

: - -.1--..- r i j- -•K^^nv, ^^^U^. P£RW4SSK>N TO REPRODUCE THIS 

in an institution for the deve&tftentBiiy ©*3#Med: i»*terwc h*s been granted 

Breup One Oj X <U — 3 0 (*>>Uz^ — 
Group Two 0 2 & % ~" " 

_ _ TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES 

Group Three 0^ info«w*tk>n center wcr 

While tfiis design is relatively ti conceptualize, computational 

difficulties can occur in practice; if torgc fl's am- encountered with unequal 
ri*Si typical texts will often do little than so§p&t a solution. If the 
researcher wishes to address specific hypotheses ♦ traditional multiple com* 
pari son procedures do not serve as a handy gui de. Using our example , but 
changing the notation yields: 

Group One 1 Y^ X ^ Y^ 

Group Two X Y g 

Group Three Y^ Y g Yg. 

A researcher may want to address the question, '"Is the change in Y, to Y^ 
different than the difference in Y^ and Yg or Y g and ?g (or a mean of these two 
di fferences)? 

Is the long term effect (Yg - Y 2 ) different than the corresponding 
control differences (Y g - Y g )? Are the implementation changes the same (is 

These questions become more difficult to address in the presence of a 
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repeated measures design with large U. The addressing *>f tf&ese questions 
in a regression format is made somewhat easier uiing the v s^gestion regarding 
coding of PedtiaEur (1977) # tf111f&» 1.1977 h arid more recently* by Fraas smd 

Kc-ifeagall (1933).; 

Subj ects and Setting 

The subjects involved in this study included three grtiops of employees 
at Grafton State School , a state institution for the developmental ly disabled* 
Grafton State School i? a unitized facility; that is t living units are 
organized according to the level of resident functioning. Seven of the 
units are progressively formed in that residents within a unit display 3 
similar level of functioning. An eighth urait is a behavior management 
unit that exists to help aleviate short term behavioral problems of resi- 
dents from the other units. Typically* a resident would spend considerably 
less time in the behavior management unit than in the other units. 

A new complex was built that houses 192 residents (the total institu- 
tion population has in recent years approximated 800)- The first scheduled 
use of the new complex was December, 1982 at which time one unit-Unit VIII- 
the behavior management unit moved into its half of the complex* A second 
unit-Unit I -the lowest level of functioning unit moved into the other half 
of the complex upon its completion in March, 1983. 

The new complex could be described as highly superior living units to 
those occupied previously by the residents. Not coincidental ly, the new 
units would also provide markedly improved working conditions fef* the 
affected employees. 

The three groups of employees Involved in this study included Experimental 
Group One (N * 37); Experimental Group Two (N ■ 56); and the control group 
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(S s 92}. The number of employees just referenced indicates the nisriber 
who completed all three attitude scales* All employees of the designated 
units w*re asked to participate; a few employees declined, Krtlle many of 
the members of the professional staff of each unit would have received 
college or university degrees, over 85 percent of the employees were 
direct care personnel and typically were high school graduates without 
further education. 

Statement of --t he Problem 



The present study attempted to look at relocation effects-more 
specifically to determine if there was a change in job attitude among 
employees after the move to the r^ew t superior facilities. 

Attit ude Sca le Construction and Testing 

A srual 1 core of professional and direct cans personnel were involved 
in the scale construction, directed by the present second author* Items 
were written to measure relevant job related activities including actual 
work activities, relationships with other personnel both inside and out- 
ride the unit, work with residents and issues related to pay. Two scales 
were constructed, each with 24 items. The first scale used a format with 
complete stems, while the second, measuring the same universe of items* 
used a Likert format. For example, two iCems From both scales are 
presented. The following item is from the sccle with complete stems, 

ii; Do you think your ward is a good place for residents to live? 

A. The ward is much better than most, 

B. The ward is somewhat better than most. 
G. The ward is about the same §5 most. 

D. The ward is hot quite as good as most. 

E. The ward is much wors* than most. 
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The corresponding item frora the lifcert type scale is as follows: 

IX. X think the ward 1 work bh is better than most other places for 
residents to live. 



Where 1 = 1 <»gree coooletely 
2 -• I agree mostly 

3=1 agree and disagree about equally 

4=1 disagree 

5 = 1 disagree completely 
For present purposes, only the first scale is considered, the results from 
the two scales are quite similar (see Williams and Williams* 1983}. A 
complete copy of the first scale is appended. 

The first testing occurred in early December , 1982 prior to any move 
to the new buildings. Shortly after the first scale administration. 
Experimental Group I (Behavior Management Unit) moved to the new facility. 
A second testing occurred two months later, prior to the trove of Experi- 
mental Group II (unit I) to the new facility. The third and final testing 
was completed in May, 1983, after Experimental Group II had moved into the 
hew facility and after both Experimental Groups I and II had become Title 
XIX certified (federally funded). 

In regard to the scaling, items were scored so that the higher the 
score, the more favorable the attitude. For each person, a mean was used 
rather than a sum; thus for those respondents who failed to answer a 
particular Item* scores were still possible. 

Completing an Analysis ef Variance with Large N 




Perhaps the most novel aspect of the analysis of variance, from the 
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point of vi*S of users of linear models* is the coding of the subjects 
effect, With H = 185* building 184 1 i nearly independent person vectors 
would be wasteful of time and energy, arid perhaps beyond the capacity 
of many computer systems., Rather* the use of the sum of the subjects 
scores fs used as a single variable to serve as a proxy for the H - 1 
ternary coded person lectors. 

ResuiJ ts and .Interpretation, for the Analysis of Variance 

from Table 1. it can be seen that significance is found for tire 
(teth linear and second degree) and the tire X groups interaction; the 
mii effects for groups is non-significant. Experimental Group One 
appears to have had a slight increase in job satisfaction upon reiving 
into the superior quarters* followed by a decrease at testing time 3. 
Experimental Group Twos appears to have suffered a percipituous drop in 
job satisfaction upon moving into superior quarters. The control group 
appears to have had a drop in job satisfaction approximately equal to 
that of Experimental Group 6he at testing time 3, Indeed, if Experimental 
Group One is compared to the control group, the intervention (moving) 
might be s^n as being perhaps slightly beneficial in employee attitude. 
On the ot^er hand, Experimental Group Two has outcomes that are markedly 
different from the other two groups. Tfiese employees initially had the 
Highest jsb attitude scores, bat by testing tire 3 these sare employees 
had the lowest job attitude scores. It would appear that the effect of 
moving into superior quarters on employee attitude might well be negative. 

In the sense of Campbell and Stanley ( 1963) ^ huioJi yields two clues 
to the outcomes described here. Because Title XIX (Public Law 92-223) 
certification was sought for both units, concerns and pressures associated 
with certification might mU have dissipated any positive impact of the 



move on employee attitudes., Initially, the unit whose employees were in 
Experimental Group One failed to receive certification. This failure 
occurred directly before the second administration of the attitude instru- 
ment. While certification was received shortly thereafter, this certifica- 
tion was not achieved without considerable disrupt-ion after moving into the 
new facilities. The employees in Experimental Group Two sere in a situation 
made more tense by a "push" to receive certification upon the first inspec- 
tion. The inspection occurred in April, 1983; that inspection occurred 
prior to the final testing. 

A second variable that affected the outcome of the study in the same 
sense of history could be sought to explain the overall drop; The most 
significant outcomes are in relation to time. It can be seen that all 
three groups of employees show a major drop in job satisfaction at testing 
time 3. See Figure U While it can only be conjectured, these outcomes 
(Dight be closely related to political activity in the state legislature. 
Perhaps it might be simpler to discuss what happened to employees' raises 
in the state legislature. The governor was expected to restore 4* increases 
for employees allowed by the previous legislative session on January 1, 
1983, with raises of 8~ each ysar, beginning in July. After testing time 
I (in January, 1983} the 4% that was withheld temporarily became with- 
held permanently. Also by testing time 2, the raises had dropped to 
4 f 0r each year. By testing time 3 the legislature had adjour^d. 
There were to be no salary increases. Thus, dissatisfaction with salary 
might be one explanation for the overall drop in each of the groups. 

Direct Hypotheses Testing 

Several different ways using linear ittdels can be incorporated into 
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adaressihg hypotheses of interest. For example; suppose the Hypotheses 
regarding 11 Is the change in Yj to 7^ different than the different inn Y ft 
and Y 5 or Yg and ?g (or a &<eat\ of these dif Terences }? w The question aust 
posed actually can be seen to be three questions: Is Yj - Y 2 = Y^ - Yg, 
is Yj - Y 2 - Y g - Y g and is 7, - \ = > 2 fY 4 - ? 5 J + ^Y^ - 7 g J? 

The first approach to be used is similar to that shown in Williams 
(1980), First, the criterion is reconstructed as Y == Y* * Y** where 
Y* - ^ where the t values are the predicted values from using the equation 

Y ~- * b ft P P 3 

0 P 

For the present data, 

Y - 1/3P 

Tfien, Y** = Y - Y*. It is the Y** criterion that will allow tests 

on certain (but not all) cell means. The full model can be written as: 

Y** - bjXj + b 2 X 2 * . . . + bgXg : e r [2] 

where the %. * 1 If from the corresponding cell ahi 0 otherwise. (teparameteri 

zations that would be useful for this fall mod®) include: 

Y** * b Q 4 b 1 X 1 * b 2 X 2 ^ . . . +b 8 X 8 ♦ e r [3] 

and 



Y** i b Q * bjXj 



♦ b^* , 5 , +fe ? X 7 * b g X 9 * ej E 4 1 
in fact, nine such repartoeteriiatiohs could be completed, each time leaving 
but a single b-X^ . 

If simple comparisons of cell means are of interest* the set of nine 
reparameterizations would yield psuedo-Dunnett solutions {Williams* 1971) 
that would allow all possible comparisons of means such as would accom- 
plished by fukey's test (Williams, 19/4). The resulting computed t values 

would have to be adjusted by multiplying by /fSrect d f s ^ ce the df 

for the MS would be 364 rather than 546 which would routinely appear 
w 
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on the printout (Fraas 4 HeBeugalU 1983; Williams, 1980). However, 



comparisons among Group One at Times 1, 2 cr 3, or comparisons Imo.ig 
Group Two at Times 1. 2 or 3 or among the control group at Times 1, 
2 or 3). For comparisons among cross group cell differences, the 
situations is the sasmie as any two way layout for multiple comparisons 
(see Williams, 1980, Chapter Four). A reparanRterization of equation 
4 would be* 

v** s t> 0 ♦ b 2 X 2 + b 3 X 3 + . . . +b g X g + e 2 . [53 
Using equation C, the computed t value, .474, would be multiplied by /Mi or 
.8165; t = -387. 

Of course, this value could have also been found by placing appropriate 
restrictions on the full model (equation 3) and solving the equation: 



these values are only accurate for Within subjects effects (i.e 



• » 



J (1 - Rp)/364 

The appropriate restriction is b^ = b^. Then 
Y** = b 2 X ♦ b 2 X 2 ♦ b 3 X 3 + ; i ; ♦ b 9 X g * e 3 




or 



Y*» = b 2 (X 1 + X 2 ) + b 3 X 3 + . . . +b g X g + e 3 , and 



repararneterizing, 



Y** = b Q *b 2 (X 1 + X 2 I + b 3 X 3 + . . , + b 8 X 8 * 63, 




Testing the restricted model against the full model yields: 



^|_1|0^^16008 B m (approximately the same as the earlier value). 
This comparison could also have been accomplished tef : 



f ■ Vs - Y. 
t » 2 L 
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To address the question: 

is T. - = Y 4 - Y~; the restriction bj - b 2 8 b 4 - b g can be placed oh 
equation 3. First* bj = b^ - + b 2 . Then: 

Y** = tJ»4 - b 5 + b 2 5^ + b 2 X 2 + b 3 X 3 + b 4 X 4 + b 5 X 5 + b 6 X 6 + b 7 X 7 + b 8 X 3 + b 9 X g * 
Y** = b 2 (X 2 ♦ Xj) ♦ b 3 X 3 ♦ b 4 {X 4 + X 2 ) + b 5 (X 5 - Xj) * b 6 X 6 * b ? K 7 + bgXg * 

h 9h + e 4- [7] 
Then, arbitrarily choosing any b". between b 2 and b g to equal zero [thereby 

reintroducing b Q }, yields (choosing bg 5 0) 

Y« = b Q ^ b 2 (X 2 ♦ Xj) ♦ b 3 X 3 ♦ b 4 (X 4 * X|j ♦ b 5 (X 5 - Xj) * b 6 X 6 + b ? X 7 ♦ 



bgX g ♦ e 4 . -., _ C«] 



Tfien 



{I - Rpi/364 



t s i.423, 

which should be tested asihg an appropriate multiple comparison procedure, 
depending upon the number and type of comp« ri sons to be completed. In any 
even? , this t palue is unlikely to be convincing evidence that the change 
for Group One is significantly better than Group Two at Time I, 
A similar process could be used to test Y^ - Y 2 = Yg - Y g . 
This test y ields 

; yr /; 16943- i 15516 . , c 1? 

-jTsmTrm — " L5lz - 

Also, testi ng -1^ 8 . ' jf 4 - ^jj + Wfj " V y1e1ds 

Testing the second set of implied questions, "Is the long term effect* that 

is, Y- - Yg different than the corresponding control differences (Y g - Y g }? Here 

t */F« y'ltUl'^f^^ * -846, indicating little long term effect. 
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Are the implementation changes the same {is Y 2 " Y i = Y 6 " V yields 
♦ - /T - / 160 43 - .13265" . 3 47Q 

This last difference would show that the implementation changes were 
different fcr the two experimental units. Clearly, other questions 
could Be posed oh the data as well. 

Using Side Conditions 

Another approach to the repeated measures design is to employ side 
conditions. Since the group effect is nested in the subjects effect, 
the full model Y = ti-P + + bjX ^ + . . . + b g X g + e g [9] 
can be turned into a full model with the group effects removed by imposing 
side conditions. 

The group effects hypotheses can be given as: 
n 1 b 1 + n 2 b g ♦ n 3 b 3 _ nfo ♦ n 5 b 5 4 n & b 6 = n^ + n g b 8 ♦ n g b g ^ ^ 
n l + n 2 + n 3 " n 3 + n 5 * n 6 n 7 + n 8 + n 9 

Since hi n 2 * iiy " 4 = n 5 = flg» n ? = n g = n g , equation 10 Can be rewritten as: 
n 1 (b 1 ♦ b 2 * b 3 ) n 4 (b 4 + b 5 + b fi = h ^^b^bg) 

or more simply as b j + b 2 + b 3 = b 4 + b 5 + b 6 = b 7 + b 8 + V Any tw0 of 
several restrictions could be made. The fol lowing two could be chosen: 

b 3 5 b 7 * bg ♦ b g - bj - b 2 and 
b 6 - b 7 * b 8 ♦ b g - b 4 - b 5 . 

Imposing these two restrictions (actually* side conditions) yields: 
Y * b p P ♦ bjXj * h 2 X 2 + {by + b 8 + b g - bj - b 2 )X 3 + b 4 X 4 + bgXg + (b 7 + b Q + 
b 9 - b 4 = b 5 )X 6 t b 7 X ? + b 8 X 8 * b g X g + eg; [H] 

or 

y * b^ ♦ bjtXj - x 3 ) + b 2 (x 2 5 x 3 ) + b 4 (x 4 - x 6 ) + h 5 (x 5 - x g ) * 6 7 (x 7 * x 3 ♦ 
x 6 ) ♦ b 8 (x 8 x 3 ♦ x 6 ) * b 9 (x 9 + x 3 * x 6 ) + e r £123 
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Equation 12 (or reparasjetert2at1ons of it, usnig different restrictions 

expressing the side conditions) then serves as a full model for testing 

2 

against restricted models; R - .79869, 

flbWi direct hypotheses can be tested by placing appropriate restrictions 
simultaneously with the side conditions. For example, testing Y j - Y £ = 
Y 4 - Y 5 is done using the restriction bj = bg - b 4 - b g or b i = b 4 " b 5 + b 2' 
as before. 

Then Y = b p P+(b 4 - b g + bgjXj + bfa + (b ? + b 8 + b 9 " b 4 + b 5 " 2b 2 )X 3 + b 4 X 4 + 

b 5 X 5 + (b ? + b 8 + b 9 - b 4 - b 5 )X 6 + b ? X 7 + b 8 X 8 + b 9 X g + e 7 ; [13] 
y - b p P + b 2 (x 2 + Xj - 2x 3 ) + b 4 (x 4 u r x r x 3 ) + b 5 (x 5 - Xj - x 5 + x 3 ) * 

b 7 (X ? ♦ X 3 ♦ X 6 ) + b 8 (X 8 + X 3 + X 6 ) * b g (X 9 T X 3 + X 6 ) ♦ e h [14] 
Note that the restrictions are made simultaneously with the side conditions 
on the full model (equation 9). Were the restrictions placed on equation 
12. a different hypothesis would be tested; b. in equations 

13 and 14 is different from bj in equation 12. Placing the restriction bj - bg = 
b 4 - b 5 on equation 12 tests the hypothesis 2(Y~ 2 - Y § ) = T g - J y clearly a 
very different hypothesis than Y 1 - Y 2 = Y4 - Yg- 

The constant term could be reintroduced by arbitrarily setting equal 

2 

to zero any One of the remaining b... Doing this yields R ■ .79757. 

Therefore t = jf = /ilm/'m ' M23 ' the same result given earlier 
for this contrast following equation 8. 

This process could be repeated for any of the other hypotheses, imposing 
the restriction implied by the hypothesis simultaneously with the side conditions 
Care must be taken to be sure that hypotheses tested on this model are 
appropriate; such hypotheses must be some combination of within group contrasts. 
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Directly Using the Full Model 

Had equation 9 been used directly, it can be seen that the outcome is 
comparable to using the side conditions: 

Y = b p P + bjXj + b 2 X 2 + . . . b g X g + e 5 ; [9] 
testing Y 1 - Y 2 = Y 4 - Y g is done using the restriction bj - b 2 = b 4 - bg or 

b l = b 4 ~ b 5 + b 2' as be ^ ore> 
Then , 

Y = bpP + (b 4 - b 5 * b 2 )X 1 + b 2 X 2 + b 3 X 3 + b 4 X 4 + 65X5 + b 6 X 6 + b ? X 7 + b 8 X 8 

+ b 9 X 9 + V 

y = bpP + b 2 (x 2 + x ± 3 + b,> + b 4 (x 4 + Xj) + b 5 {x 5 - Xj) + b 6 x 6 + b 7 x 7 + 

b 8 X 8 + b 9 X g + e 8 . 
Reparameterizing by choosing b g = 0, 

Y = b Q + b p P + b 2 (X 2 + XjJ + b 3 X 3 + b 4 (X 4 + Xjj + b 5 (X 5 - X t j * b 6 X 6 + b 7 X ? 

+ b 8 X 8 + e 8' m 
Note the similarity between equation 15 and equation 9. 

Equation 9 yiel ds R 2 = .79869; equation 15 yields R = .79757. Therefore, 
t = y/J = y^ 2 Qi 3 i/ 36 4 79757 = 1.423, identically the same result as found 
using side conditions. 

It can be seen that several different approaches can be used to test 
hypotheses in a repeated measures designs. The use of the criterion Y** 
where Y** = Y - Y* when Y* = 1/3P, as was shown in Williams (1980) allows 
an appropriate testing procedure. The use of side conditions (which uses 
a model removing the nesting effect) or a model containing the group membership 
variables and the person-score vector yield identical results. Perhaps the 
latter approach would be conceptually easier to understand. The direct use 
of equation 9 can be completed despite the nesting of the group effects. Had 
person vectors been included rather than the sunned P variable, the nesting 
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problem becomes more apparent. In any event, the relationship of these 
three solutions should be noted. 
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Table 1 



Analysis of Variance for the Stem Attitude Scale 
with Three Groups of Employees (N = 185) 



Source of Variation 


df 


SS 


HS 


F 


Among Subjects 


184 


128.84 






Groups 


2 


.64 


.32 


.46 


error (a) 


182 


128.20 


• 7Q 




Within Subjects 


370 


40.63 






Time 


2 


5.23 


2.62 


29.11c 


Linear 


1 


4.83 


4.83 


53.67c 


Second 


1 


.40 


.40 


4.44a 


Time X Groups 


4 


1.29 


.32 


3.56b 


error (w) 


364 


34.11 


.09 





Tota'i 554 169.47 



a, p <.05 

b, p <.01 

c, p <.001 



Table 2 

fable of Means for the Stem Attitude Scale 
with Three Groups of Employees (N=185) 



Group One (N=37) 
Group Two (N=56) 
Control (N=92) 
Total (N=185) 



Time 1 


Tiote 2 


Tine 3 


Total 


2.68 


2.71 


2.54 


2.64 


2.90 


2.79 


2.50 


2.73 


2.80 


2.73 


2.63 


2.75 


2.80 


2.75 


2.57 


2.71 
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JOB ATTITUDE QUESTIONNAIRE 



Please choose the letter chat best represents your answer to tftfe question 
asked and pot it in the blank provided next to the question number* 



1. How do you like the work that you do? 

A. It's the kind of work that I like best. 

?• Itis close Cd the type of work I like to do, 

C. I like it, but there are other kinds of wot k I like just a « much, 

D. It's all right, but there are other kinds of work I like better. 

E. I don't like it very much; I would prefer sore other kind of work. 

2. What do you think about the Unit yaw work in as a place to work? 

A. The best possible place to work. 

B. Good place Co work. 

C. About average. 

D. Somewhat below average. 

E; Among the poorest places to work. 

3. What do you think abo^t your ward as a place to work? 

A. The best possible place to work. 
3. Good place to work. 

About average, 
p. Somewhat: below average. 

E. Among the poorest places to work. 

5. When it cones to accomplishing results, hew do you think your Unit Wttid eoroare 
with other units at the School? 

A. Much better Chan most. 

8. Somewhat better than most. 

C. About the same as most. 

D. Not quite as good as most. 

E. Much worse than most. 

5. All in all, how do you feel about your own pay? 

A. Very satisfied. 

B. Satisfied. 

C. Fairly satisfied. 

D. Rather dissaeisf ied* 

E. Verv dissatisfied. 

6. tr vou.nad a chance to do the same kind sf work, for the same salary* in another 
unit of the School, what would you rather do? 

A. Def initely want to stay where I am. 

3. Richer Jtay wncre I nm. 

C. It wouldn't matter to me. 

D. Rather move than stay. 

E. Want very much to move to another section. 



"^5 utlti-.de Oacstionnairc 
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7. How would you describe the morale of employees in positions similar to ymirs 
in your Unlet 

A. Host employees have high morale. 

B. More employees have high morale thaajtavel^w morale * 

C. Employees who taave high morale » '^d eiapioyees that have low morale are 
about the same in ftembar. 

0. More employees have low morale than have high morale. 
E. Most employees ha /e low morale. 

8. Do you feel you are working as part of a team? 

A. X almost always feel I am part of a team* 

B. I usually feel I am part of a team. 

C. I feel I ana part of a team abpuc half of the elm*. 

D. I rarely feel Z am part of a ceanu 

£. I almost never feel I am part of a team. 

9. in your opinion, what do you think your effect Is oh the behavior of residimts 
on your ward? 

A. Strong, positive effect. 

B. Most often the effect is positive. 

C. There_is little or no effect. 

0. The effect tends to be somewhat negative. 
£. Strong, negative effect, 

10. What one word sums up your opinion of your job? 

A. Challenging. 

B. Satisfying. 

C. Acceptable. 

D. Frustrating. 

E. Boring . 

11. Do you think your ward is a good place for residents to live? 

A. The ward is much better than most. 

B. The ward is somewhat better than most. 

C. The ws.rd is about the same as mast. 

D. The ward is not quite as good as most. 

E. The ward is much worse than most. 

12 « In your opinion, do you chink residents in your Unit have enough privacy and 
individual space? 

A. Residents have enough privacy and individual space - with no exceptions. 

B. Residents have enough privacy and individual space - with few^ except ions. 

e. Residents have enough privacy and individual space - with several exceptions. 

D. Residents do hot haw enough privacy and individual space - they have not 
been treated fairly. _ __ 

E. Residents do not have enough privacy and individual space - they have been 
created quite unfairly. 
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^db Attitude Questionnaire 
•?age -3* 



- 13; Would your attitude toward your job be different if staff on your ward had more 
prosfatnmiriK arid activity supplies to work with the residents? 

A. Much more positive attitude. 

8; A little better attitude. 

C. Neutral attitude. 

D. A little poorer attitude. 

E. A much more poorer attitude. 

U. Haw closely do your actual work duties match the job description you read on 
applying for your job? 

xt. Exactly the same. 

8, Basically, pretty much the same. 

C. Some duties sre similar, others are different • 

0* Mostly dissimilar. 

E. Aren't alike at ail. 

15. How important to me in my job is feeling useful and being needed? 

A. that's the most important thing to me. 

8; It's nice to be useful arid needed. 

C. It's o.k. 

D. There are other things that are more important to met. < 

E. It is unimportant to me. 



16. The opportunities for job advancement in your Unit are? 

A. Excellent. 

8. Good. 

G. Average. 

D. fair. 

E. Poor. 

17. I feel that I am wasting my time on my job. 

A. All of the time. 

B. Most of the time. 

C. Some of the time, 
p. Seldom* 

E. Never. 

18. I think the inservice training is? 

A. Appropriate and useful. 

B. Useful* but more is needed. 

C. Useful some of the time, 
r- Only occassionally useful. 
E. A waste of time. 
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19. In regard to working with residents* I think. 

A. that this is a type of work that will be very fulfilling to me for most 
of my working life, 

B. The work is enjoyable, but not something I want to spend the rest of my 
life doing. 

C. 1 see this job in many ways I ike any other, I don't mind it* it's b.k. 

D. If I could gee another job with the same or higher pay* I would prefer to 
switch je&s. 

E. If I could get another job even at a lower pay, I would prefer to change 
jobs, 

tO. The supervisors that I have on ray job are? 

A. Both helpful and knowledgeable about my job concerns. 

8. Somewhat helpful and kiuDvledgeable about my job concerns. 

C. They try to helpful, but don't always know enough about my specific 
job to help that much. 

D. Tbey don't seem to be available enough. 

E. The supervisors tend to be disinterested in my job and the work I do. 

Hi The professional staff in your Unit: 

A. Talk with ward staff regularly and ask for opinions on residents' 
programs » problems and behaviors. 

B. Talk with ward staff occassionaiiy and ask for opinions on residents' 
programs, problems and behaviors* 

C. Talk with ward staff occassionaliy and now and then ask for opinions 
oh resident's programs, problems and behaviors, 

D. Do hot talk with ward staff. 

E. Appear hot to treat the ward staff with respect. 

22. Do you feel free to openly discuss concerns with the administrative staff of 
your Unit? 

A- Yes; both personal arid business concerns; 
B. Yes; but only matters concerning business. 
C<? Some, but not all of the time. 

D. No; it is best not to discuss either personal or business concerns with 

the unit administrative staff. . s _ - _ _ r _ 

t. rne less saxd the better in my unit; you can avoxtx trouble cnat way. 

23. With regard to the professional staff in your unit, they seem? 

A. Readily available for assistance with resident's and staff's concerns. 

B. Usually available for assistance with resident's and staff's concerns. 

C. Sot readily available for assistance. 

D. Do hot think that they are performing their job duties. 

E. Do act know what they do within the Unit; 

24. Do you thin* that the Grafton State School administrative staff is receptive to 
y)t r concerns or feeMtiga? 

Ai Always. 

B. Usually* 

C; Some of the time. 

D. Seldom. 

£• Sever » 
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